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Number of enrolled students: 58
Number of students who completed the course: 52
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1. Description of changes since the last course and decisions already made since last
course date (if any was made):

We added two basic science lectures (chemistry and statistics) to account for
variable competence in these two subjects across the cohort. These were received
positively and, together with reducing the level of chemistry taught in the mineral
structure part of the course, appear to have solved some of the criticisms from last
year's iteration. We also reduced the number of teachers overall, and reduced the
number of exams from two to one. All changes were in response to student
feedback from last year's version of the course.

2. The strengths of the course's according to the students (summary based on quantitative
results, text responses from the survey and any other evaluation during the course):

Students especially appreciated the field trips to Gotland and Ut6, which were
frequently mentioned as the best part of the course. Many students also valued the
practical components, such as mineral and rock identification, fossils, and other
hands-on exercises that reinforced lecture material. In addition, the lectures and
teaching staff were positively received, with some students specifically mentioning
engaging lectures and topics such as climate, ecology, evolution, volcanism, and
paleontology. Overall, students felt the course provided a good balance between
breadth and depth of topics while making learning engaging and applied through
excursions and practical work.



3. The weaknesses of the course according to the students (summary based on

quantitative results, text responses from the survey and any other evaluation during the
course):

Most criticisms of the course fell into two main categories: the exam and
communication. Many students would prefer two exams instead of one large
comprehensive exam, along with practice exams made available earlier to help
them better understand expectations and prepare effectively. Students also
suggested including more questions that allow them to explain their reasoning and
demonstrate deeper understanding, rather than focusing primarily on factual recall.
In terms of communication, students noted a lack of clear and early information
regarding expectations and logistics for the Gotland field trip. Several students
also felt that the layout and organization of the Athena platform could be improved
to make course materials easier to find, and that important materials should be
uploaded earlier. Some additional comments concerned scheduling and
organization of exercises, as well as the workload toward the end of the course.

4. The teachers' analysis of the course's implementation and results:

This second course instance, for us as course leaders, went really well. Several of
the issues identified last year have been successfully addressed, whereas some
points (e.g. regarding communication) are still in need of improvement. We note
that the issue of one versus two exams conflicts with the suggestions of last year's
cohort and so a compromise may be required to resolve this issue.

5. Conclusions and suggestions for possible changes in order to develop the course and any
decisions already made to develop the course before future course dates:

We intend to bring back two exams, except with the first exam carrying less weight
than the second, final exam. For example, the final grade could comprise the first
exam (25%), field trip reports (25%), and the the final exam (50%).

We will work to further improve communication. This will involve generating an
Information sheet of logistics and expectations for the Gotland field trip. We will
ensure good organisation of online resources, with the move from Athena to
Canvas providing an ideal opportunity for implementing this housekeeping. We will
also make sure that practice questions and exams are made available to the
students at least two weeks in advance of the exams.

We are also working in collaboration with CeUL to make our lecture formats more
accessible.



6. Other comments:
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